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NOTES FROM THE EDITORS 


We want to thank the many friends who sent us greetings on the oc- 
casion of MR’s first birthday. This issue begins our second year. We hope 
in the months ahead to be able to provide convincing proof of the right- 
ness of the judgment of the subscriber who wrote: “Monthly Review is the best 
periodical of its kind in the United States.” 

We can achieve that goal more easily if you will help take our minds 
off finances by renewing your subscription—if you have not already done 
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THE BRIDGES CASE 


On the same day that the newspapers reported the conviction of I 
Harry Bridges, they carried the story of a letter from Philip Murray 
to the other top leaders of organized labor calling for a program of 
unity. The letter said that there was 


imperative need for common action on the part of organized 
labor to meet the present critical situation facing labor and the 
nation. . . 

The powerful industrialists and their reactionary spokesmen 
in Congress dare to defeat the people’s will because they sense, 
and take advantage of, the lack of unity which prevails in the 
councils of organized labor. 


Murray cited examples to prove his point. But one example which 
he didn’t cite proved his point better than all the others. It was the 
conviction of Harry Bridges. 

As every one knows, “the powerful industrialists and their reac- 
tionary spokesmen” had tried again and again and again to “get” 
Bridges. The most important reason why they had always failed was 
that until relatively recently there was no “lack of unity in the councils 


of organized labor” with respect to Bridges. Murray and the right : 
wing of the CIO were behind Bridges in the past. In 1949-50, they bs 
were against him—with the inevitable result. 7 


The drive against Bridges did not, as many people seem to sup- 
pose, start with the deportation hearings before Dean Landis in 1939. 
Anti-union employers opened their attack the moment Bridges became 
the leader of the great waterfront strike in San Francisco in 1934. The 
San Francisco police obligingly got in touch with the police in Mel- 
bourne, Australia, to find out if there was anything detrimental in 
Bridges’ record there. The reply was discouraging. When San Fran- 
cisco Police Chief William S. Quinn read it, he commented: “The 
confounded thing reads like a recommendation for a high-class job.” 

Nothing daunted, the Associated Farmers, the Waterfront Em- 
ployers’ Association, “the powerful industrialists and their reactionary 
spokesmen,” continued their efforts to “get” Bridges. They put their 
own investigators on his trail, and appealed to the Department of 
Labor to join in. A Labor Department memorandum, prepared in 
1936, stated that his “deportation was . . . urgently sought by the 
interests which he had antagonized. . . . His record has been exhaus- 
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tively investigated.” With what result? According to the memoran- 
dum: 


In short, whenever any legal ground for the deportation of 
Bridges has been brought to the attention of the Department 
of Labor, it has been investigated but invariably it has been 
found that he was in the clear. 


Had Bridges been content with his early efforts in behalf of 
the West Coast longshoremen and warehousemen, he might eventu- 
ally have been left alone. But he was not content. He continued his 
militant fight for working-class gains, and the “interests which he 
had antagonized” became more antagonistic than ever. This symbol 
of working-class solidarity and courage must be destroyed. So the 
drive to “get” Bridges continued. 


The rest of the story is familiar. The parade of stool pigeons 
before Dean Landis in 1939, and again before Judge Sears in 1941. 
Cleared by Landis in the first case, by the Supreme Court in the 
second. Still the drive to “get” Bridges continued. In 1945 Justice 
Murphy summed up the situation in these words: 


Seldom if ever in the history of the nation has there been 
such a concentrated and relentless crusade to deport an indi- 
vidual because he dared to exercise the freedom that belongs 
to him as a human being and that is guaranteed to him by the 
Constitution. 


The Fifth Amendment to the US Constitution says: “nor shall 
any person be subject for the same offense to be twice put in jeopardy 
of life and limb.” The proceedings against Bridges in the present 
case made it the third time that he had been put in jeopardy— 
and, whatever the legal technicalities, the offense was always the 
same: being an effective and militant leader of the working class. 


Nothing shows more clearly why the anti-union employers never 
let up in their drive against Bridges than his characteristic courage 
on the stand in all three cases. He was always frank and fearless 
in his statement of his beliefs—-the class-conscious credo which par- 
ticularly infuriated his enemies. As Dean Landis wrote: 


Bridges’ own statement of his political beliefs and dis- 
beliefs is important. It was given not only without reserve but 
vigorously as dogma and faiths of which the man was proud 
and which represented in his mind the aims of his existence. 
It was a fighting apologia that refused to temper itself to the 
winds of caution. 


Nor was it only on the stand that Bridges refused to temper 
his “fighting apologia” to the “winds of caution.” A lesser man, 
harassed and vulnerable as he was, would have taken care not 
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to antagonize the leaders of the labor movement whose support 
was so essential. But not Bridges. Insiders in CIO councils have 
known for a long time his refusal to kowtow to the right-wing 
leaders, his militant affirmation of his Left beliefs, despite the grow- 
ing danger of the split that finally came at last year’s CIO Conven- 
tion. He needn’t have been the outspoken leader of the left-wing 
forces; he needn’t have stuck his neck out; but he always did. 


That he was convicted by a jury in the present anti-Communist 
hysteria is not surprising. It must be plain to every one by now that 
the jury system, one of the treasured products of Anglo-Saxon juris- 
prudence, has broken down as a device for guaranteeing impartial 
justice to any one accused of being a Communist. The public has 
been so whipped up and misinformed, so poisoned and misled, that 
any representative cross section is bound to be prejudiced in advance 
against any one who can be plausibly labelled red. Nor is this all. 
Any juror who votes for acquittal becomes himself a target of per- 
secution. Under these circumstances, trial by jury in political cases 
(however they may be dressed up as criminal cases) becomes trial 
by public opinion. Several weeks ago, Supreme Court Justice Black 
said in his dissent in the Dennis case: 


The prevailing pattern of loyalty investigations and threat- 
ened purges makes it wholly unrealistic to expect Government 
employees to enter the jury box with that quality of disinterest- 
edness essential to complete impartiality. .. . 

Government employees have good reason to fear that an 
honest vote to acquit a Communist or any one else accused 
of subversive beliefs, however flimsy the prosecution’s evidence, 
might be considered a “disloyal” act which could easily cost them 
their job. That vote alone would in all probability evoke clam- 
orous demands that he be publicly investigated or discharged 
outright; at the very least it would result in whisperings, sus- 
picions and a blemished reputation. 


Substitute “ordinary man in the street” for “government em- 
ployee” and the statement remains perfectly valid. 

But in the last analysis it was not the breakdown of the jury 
system in political cases that is responsible for the verdict in the 
Bridges case. “The powerful industrialists and their reactionary 
spokesmen” (to use Phliip Murray’s words) “got” Bridges this time, 
because the forces of progress are divided, because the labor move- 
ment is split, and because the cold-war politics of most of the labor 
leaders inevitably pushed them. into the “get Bridges” camp. 

The record in the Bridges case, said Justice Murphy in 1945, 
“will stand forever as a monument to man’s intolerance of man”— 
and, it may now be added, as a monument to the urgency of work- 
ing-class solidarity. 


MONTHLY REVIEW 
F. O. MATTHIESSEN 


With the death of F. O. Matthiessen the American Left loses 
one of its staunchest and most valuable members, and MR loses 
one of its best friends. 


In the field of literary criticism, Matthiessen was one of the 
outstanding figures of our time. His major work, American Renais- 
sance, is probably the most important book of its kind yet written 
by an American. He loved teaching and in turn inspired not only 
the love but also the deepest respect of his students. He was a man 
of enormous courage and integrity who never deviated an inch from 
the course he thought right. This unwavering devotion to principle 
prevented him from being popular in the academic community, 
where nowadays the highest morality consists in not causing trouble, 
but it did provide a magnificent example for a few to follow and 
for many secretly to admire. 

Matthiessen was, as he often said, a Christian and a socialist. 
In his mind, the two were inseparably linked. To him the supreme 
value was the brotherhood of man which he believed implies the 
fatherhood of God and can be realized in practice only in a co- 
operative socialist society. He lived up to his own values and beliefs 
as it is given to few to do. His life stands as a beacon showing to 
Christians the way to make their religion a vital force for human 
betterment and to socialists the way to infuse their practice with a 
generous and noble spirituality. 


We publish, in this issue of MR, Matthiessen’s contribution 
to the “Cooperation on the Left” discussion, written three weeks 
before his death. In it he stresses a thought which was never far from 
his mind, that “the only kind of situation in which the Left can 
make any real advances is when theory and practice, discussion and 
action, are organically connected.” These were no empty words. 
No one worked more consistently and conscientiously to create such 
a situation. He was one of the founders and always one of the leaders 
of the Harvard Teachers’ Union, a position which gave him a con- 
crete link to the organized labor movement which he valued highly. 
He headed the nation-wide Bridges Defense Committee in 1941 and 
gave unstintingly of his time and energy to its work. He was a loyal 
member of the Progressive Party from its first beginnings, delivering 
one of the seconding speeches at the Philadelphia Convention and 
entering vigorously into all phases of the 1948 electoral campaign. 
These are only the most obvious of his services to the progressive 
cause in America; a complete list would fill pages. No one had a 
better right than he to emphasize the importance of uniting theory 
and practice. 
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We intend, in a subsequent issue of MR, to carry a fuller appre- 
ciation of his life and work by those who knew him best and shared 
his social goals. The American Left should be proud of F. O. Mat- 
thiessen and should cherish his achievements and his fine spirit 
among its most treasured possessions. We want not only to com- 
memorate a great and warm human being but also to help the 
American Left to derive the maximum from his example. 


HAROLD J. LASKI 


The death of Harold J. Laski, at the relatively young age of 56, 
comes as a terrible shock to his many friends throughout the world 
and as a grievous loss to the socialist movement in all the English- 
speaking countries. 

Laski is most famous in the eyes of the general public for his 
role in politics, but those who knew him personally and were familiar 
with his work understood that his really important and lasting con- 
tributions were made in other fields. At his best, he was a scholar 
of enormous erudition and extraordinarily keen insight. There can, 
for example, be few more brilliant and illuminating essays in the 
development of ideas than his book, The Rise of European Liberalism, 
and his own contributions to political theory, especially Democracy 
in Crisis and The State in Theory and Practice, are beyond com- 
parison with the normal run of Anglo-American work in this field. 


But it was not even as a scholar that Laski showed to best ad- 
vantage. Both of MR’s editors had the privilege of studying under 
him at the London School of Economics. We agree wholeheartedly 
with Kingsley Martin, editor of The New Statesman and Nation 
and long a close associate of Laski, that “it was primarily as a teacher 
that Harold Laski achieved greatness.” To the task of teaching he 
brought all his great talents and resources: his incredible store of 
learning, his capacity for brilliant exposition, his vibrant buoyancy, 
and above all his unfailing personal kindness and concern for the 
welfare and development of his students. His was a tremendously 
powerful personality which found its true expression as a teacher 
and inspirer of the young. 

We often disagreed with Laski; it seemed to us that he too easily 
allowed his wishes to crowd out what his reason told him; in the 
arena of British politics, his loyalty to the Labor Party sometimes 
put him in the position of being used to further the ambitions of 
leaders who had long since forgotten whatever socialist principles 
they may once have held. But Laski himself remained a genuine 
socialist throughout it all; and there can be little doubt that, from 
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a socialist point of view, his very considerable influence on the intel- 
lectual and political life of the English-speaking countries was and 
long will continue to be a favorable one. 


We mourn his passing as a scholar, teacher, and friend. Despite 
our differences of opinion with him, we always remained on the 
most cordial terms. In reply to a letter telling him that we were 
sending him a subscription to MR with our compliments, he wished 
us well in a characteristic vein: 


I read with great interest the first number of the journal 
you are publishing. First numbers are always terribly difficult 
things and I can only say that compared to most other journals 
of the kind in America, yours seems to offer real hope of be- 
coming something. The very best of luck to you both. 


And later he wrote: 


It is really good to know that the Review gets on; and to 
have it sent me from you is worth more to me than an honorary 
degree from Harvard. Not that I think that a comparison fav- 
orable to you, for I suspect they would give doctorates to Adenauer 
and Sidney Hook. 

It is a grim thing to see the moral collapse of a civilization 
before one’s eyes. I know now what Gilbert Murray meant by 
the “failure of nerve” as Hellenism surrendered its founda- 
tions one by one. 


That was just like him: encouragement tempered by a healthy 
scepticism about new ventures, an ironical sense of humor, deep 
concern over the moral degeneration of bourgeois civilization. 


Several months ago he promised to write us an article as soon 
as he had a little free time. But he never got any free time again. 
He worked very hard in the recent British election, and his health, 
already none too strong, was fatally undermined. If, throughout the 
years, he could have learned to spare himself, he doubtless would 
have lived to a ripe old age. But it was not in the man to spare 
himself. 

In future issues of MR, we hope from time to time to be able 
to re-publish some of Laski’s less well-known essays, or at least parts 
of them. The English-speaking world has produced few enough serious 
socialist thinkers; one so eminent as Harold Laski deserves to be as 
widely known as possible, not only by his most recent work but by 
his work throughout the long and fertile period of his productivity. 
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NEEDED: COOPERATION BETWEEN THE US 
AND THE USSR IN A STRONG UN 


BY HENRY A. WALLACE 


(We devote the remainder of this issue to the discussion of Cooperation 
on the Left, initiated by our article of that title in the March issue of MR. 

All of the contributions to the discussion included in this issue were re- 
ceived before the end of March. We have further contributions on hand, and 
more are being received in nearly every mail. 

We shall continue this discussion in subsequent issues as long as we have 
contributions which we think have something important to say. If you have 
not written yet, there is still time to do so—The Editors.) 


I have been asked to comment on the March, 1950, editorial 
in MR entitled “Cooperation on the Left.” In this article there is 
regret that the American Left is not as strong as in the good old 
days of FDR. 

First, let me say that Franklin Roosevelt had too much political 
sense to use the European terminology of Left and Right. He much 
preferred to think of his followers as liberals. While I was in the 
Roosevelt cabinet, I changed speeches at his suggestion to conform 
to his semantics in this regard. Even if all the external conditions 
were favorable to the same kind of political triumph as Roosevelt 
enjoyed in 1932, I still say that the American people will not respond 
to any such slogan as “Unify the Left.” The thought may be good, 
but the words are not American. 


Nor is it good politics to say, “The task of the American Left 
is nothing less than the conquest of the main center and chief support 
of world capitalism.” To most Americans, a phrase like this sounds 
as though it came straight from the Kremlin. Inasmuch as I know 
Leo Huberman and Paul Sweezy, I know that the Kremlin had 
nothing whatever to do with their writing of this sentence. They 
can respond, of course, by saying that my criticism of the sentence 
might well have come straight out of the Committee on Un-American ~ 
Activities. 

The only effective base I can see for reviving the old FDR 
alliance of liberals is by appeal to old-fashioned American principles, 
using a completely American terminology and steering clear of both 
Marxian and European concepts and phrases. On both the West and 
East Coasts it is difficult to understand the importance of going for 


Henry A Wallace was Vice-President of the United States in 1940-44 and 
Progressive Party candidate for President in 1948. 
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our inspiration directly to American roots. If Marxian critics want 
to say that FDR’s New Deal did not go far enough, I am quite 
willing to agree. The measure of its failure was the eight million 
unemployed year after year, the WPA appropriations which kept 
perhaps 20 million Americans from the utmost misery until the war 
provided the jobs for those whom American capitalism had cast aside. 


The Left will never conquer American capitalism by using 
Marxian techniques, and there will never be any formula of this 
type which will unify the farmers, the workers, and the professional 
people into a broad enough movement to make America socialist. 


In saying all this, I know as well as any Marxian the extreme 
blindness of American monopoly capitalism. I know it is intent on 
using methods which will destroy itself by causing the unemployment 
eventually of 10 or 15 million. I know the viciousness of its attack, 
through its controlled press, on freedom of speech. I am familiar with 
the violence which it inspires directly and indirectly, sometimes using 
religious and even liberal cloaks behind which to operate. I am fami- 
liar with the way in which it cooperates with certain groups in both 
the executive and legislative branch of the government. My father, 
as a Republican cabinet member, fought against this kind of mon- 
opoly capitalism. Senator Norris, as a Republican, fought against it. 
Many southern Democrats fight for this type of capitalism. In the 
final showdown both parties are owned today by monopoly capital- 
ism, and monopoly capitalism has no program with which to meet 
the unemployment situation when we stop giving 4 billion dollars 
of goods each year to foreign countries and cut down our armaments 
program to reasonable proportions. In brief, we may say that mon- 
opoly capitalism is willing to plan and to spend in a big way only 
for arms and for hatred of Russia. Such motives, long continued as 
the guiding power of our government, .will destroy everything that 
the America of our parents and grandparents stood for. 


I want unity not merely of the Left but of all decent Americans 
behind the proposition that there must ultimately be peace and civil 
liberties in one world backed up by armed might in the United 
Nations greater than that in either the US or the USSR. This long- 
range objective cannot be agreed to today because the Soviet Union, 
China, and India, comprising half the population of the world, have 
less than 10 percent of the votes in the UN. The socialist half of 
the world and the so-called backward part of the world will not 
allow the US, through her control of votes purchased with dollars, 
to dominate the armed might that would be represented by a really 
powerful UN. Administrations which still depend for their survival 
on a police state and which have no historic background of demo- 
cratic practice will not allow the UN by force to impose western 
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democratic procedure. Anarchy would undoubtedly result, except in © 
such states as Czechoslovakia which have a real understanding of 
western democracy. If the basis for voting in the UN were to be 
shifted to population, the US would object because the supreme 
power would be thrown into the hands of the so-called backward 
peoples of the world. The US, producing 40 percent of the goods of 
the world, would have only 6 percent of the votes. In the present 
UN, the US is able to control the outcome of the vote on all im- 
portant issues because, through her great exportable wealth and 
military strength, she is able to influence the votes of the Latin and 
British blocs, as well as the Mohammedan bloc on many issues. If 
the voting were equalized to some extent on a population basis, the 
US would lose a considerable part of her control over the backward 
areas and the areas which are governed to some degree from a social- 
istic point of view. 

There can be no effective, long-continued liberal movement 
of any vitality in the US until the voting system in the UN is straight- 
ened out sufficiently to permit of a really strong UN with Britain, 
Russia, the US, and China enthusiastically participating. To this 
end, I would urge informal conversations between the four powers 
looking toward the calling of a convention of the UN under Article 
109. I would urge the discussion of some modification of the pro- 
posal put forward a year or two ago by the Chicago group headed 
by Robert Hutchins. This proposal provided for dividing the world 
into nine areas for voting purposes in a way which would give 
population somewhat greater weight than in the present UN, where 
some of the nations with one vote have a ridiculously small popula- 
tion. First, the US and the USSR should thresh out the problem of 
a new system of voting; then the four great powers, and finally the 
UN itself. The objective is to balance off the legitimate interests 
of the US, the Soviet Union, Britain, and China in a way which 
takes into account population, productivity, race, and religion. The 
present system only invites continuous vetoes from the Soviet Union. 
Until the Soviet Union is brought into the family of nations on a 
fair basis, the liberals in the US will remain hopelessly split with a 
temporary unity only in times of great economic stress. 


Today the’ liberals in the US have almost as many attitudes as 
there are individuals with regard to the USSR, communism, social- 
ism, and capitalism. I happen to believe in progressive capitalism, but 
millions of liberals believe that capitalism of any kind is doomed. 
The conservatives today are enormously strong, first because they 
use the bogeymen of communism and Russia to fight their political 
battles. Second, they have enormous accumulations of capital. Third, 
both the farmers and workers are conservative as long as labor is 
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fully employed at high wages. The farmers have had their income 
cut a third, and there are nearly five million unemployed. It will take 
a bigger bump than this to change the great mass of the farmers 
and workers in their fundamentally conservative outlook. 

The economic situation from now on will be more favorable 
to uniting the liberal forces, but I see no effective liberal union until 
the US and the USSR settle their differences and decide to build 
a really strong UN designed to serve the people of the world and 
not to exploit them. From the short run point of view, the con- 
servatives are serving their own interests in promoting the red scare 
to the limit. Every time Senator McCarthy, the conservative frontman, 
shakes his finger at Acheson, the erstwhile liberal, Acheson shakes 
a finger at Russia—and the Gods of Olympus hold their sides with 
laughter as they see the genus homo plunging blindly into destruction. 

Unfortunately, the conservatives have the same tendency today 
that they had in the time of Louis XIV. They are wise in terms of 
today and foolish in terms of tomorrow. Conservatives try to hold 
on to the past and enjoy the present. Liberals try to bring into physical 
manifestation for the benefit of all the people the creative potentialities 
of the future. Liberals believe this can be done without sacrificing 
either civil liberties or peace. Conservatives are willing to run the risk 
of sacrificing both whenever they see their ancient privileges in the 
least bit threatened. 


In conclusion, I say again that I see no prospect of the liberals 
uniting effectively to attain political objectives until the US and 
Russia are willing to cooperate to build a strong UN. Therefore, we 
may expect the conservatives to do their best to maintain the present 
misunderstanding between the US and Russia, a misunderstanding 
which if continued long enough will destroy them and the liberals too. 


It is impossible to achieve peace as long as every single action is 
taken with a possible future conflict in view. The leading point of 
view of all political action should therefore be: what can we do to 
bring about a peaceful co-existence and even loyal cooperation of 
the nations? .. .” 

—Albert Einstein 
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NEEDED: ORGANIC CONNECTION 
OF THEORY AND PRACTICE 


BY F. O. MATTHIESSEN 


The very terms in which your article is cast are a sharp indication 
of how much ground the American Left has lost during the years of 
the cold war. We are back again at the point where we must urge 
discussion rather than action. And we must urge it at a time when 
the channels of communication open to such discussion are far fewer 
in this country than they were during the 1930s. 


The only kind of situation in which the Left can make any 
real advances is when theory and practice, discussion and action, 
are organically connected. In the meantime the minimum task of 
thinkers on the Left is to keep articulating the fundamental issues 
that confront us, by every means and on every occasion we can. 
In the atmosphere of self-righteous nationalism generated by the 
cold war this means a primary insistence on exploring and utilizing 
every possible avenue of international cooperation: political, eco- 
nomic, and cultural. Here the non-Communist Left must fulfill one 
of its most important if most difficult functions. In the face of all 
the continually increasing pressures to reduce every situation to one 
of we us. they, white vs. black, the non-Communist Left must do 
everything it can to break through this distorting abstraction by 
insisting that peace can be preserved only if widely differing groups 
can find solid if limited grounds on which they can act together. 

One of the most insistent clichés of the Right and even of the 
liberal press is that there can be no cooperation on any level 
between Communists and non-Communists. This refuses to recognize 
the basic fact that the main sphere of political action consists of 
limited alliances for specific purposes. In the particular case of 
America, it refuses to recognize that the most pressing concrete is- 
sues, those dealing with labor, with civil liberties, and with the 
rights of minorities, can be successfully dealt with only by wide 
spread unity of the Left. The Communist Party has often been far 
too sectarian on these and other issues. But that does not lessen the 
responsibility of the non-Communist to keep insisting that he will 
work with all allies in every common cause, since otherwise the 
maintaining of peace abroad and the building of democratic socialism 
at home become alike impossible. 


The late F. O. Matthiessen was a Professor of American Literature at 
Harvard and the author of many works of literary criticism, including Amer- 
ican Renaissance and The James Family. He was at work on a study of 
Theodore Dreiser at the time of his death on April 1st. 


NEEDED: RESPECT FOR DEMOCRATIC VALUES 


BY CAREY McWILLIAMS 


I have read the article “Cooperation on the Left” with great 
interest and hasten to congratulate the editors on a fine job. The 
tone of the piece is wholly admirable and the rules-for-cooperation 
which you suggest are, in my opinion, entirely valid. That the problem 
of cooperation on the Left should be recognized, in this candid 
manner, is, I think, a most encouraging development. 


There can be no real cooperation on the Left in America until 
the major participating groups recognize the point you make, namely, 
that for a long time to come no element can possibly have a 
monopoly position on the Left. Indeed the attempt to acquire such 
a position will consistently defeat the chances for a real Left move- 
ment. It is never much of a problem for a well-organized group to 
exert a large influence over, if not to control, new mass movements - 
formed on the Left. But movements of this sort will never amount 
to anything unless they are given a chance to grow, and they can 
never grow if they are to be spoon-fed and controlled. I would sug- 
gest, therefore, that the Communist Party might make its most ef- 
fective contribution to cooperation on the Left by concentrating its 
energies on the building of a Communist Party. 


Another point: real cooperation implies a deep respect, on the 
part of all participating groups, for democratic procedures. I do 
not refer to rules-of-order but to the spirit of democratic debate and 
discussion. It is always difficult to get from people an expression of 
what they really think about issues for the simple reason that often 
enough they only discover what they think about issues when they 
discuss issues with other people. The problem is not to get people to 
vote “yes” or “no” but to encourage them to think, to say what 
they really feel. This takes tact, understanding, and a real respect 
for democratic values. Is the Left to continue to use the people or 
does it intend to respect the people? What the Left needs, I think, 
is a much better understanding and appreciation of democratic values. 
This, it seems to me, is what your four rules or suggestions really 
imply. 


Carey McWilliams, well-known West Coast lawyer and writer, is the author 
of many books on American historical and social problems, His latest work is 
California: the Great Exception. 
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NEEDED: AN OVERALL 
REORGANIZATION PROGRAM 


BY IRVING H. FLAMM 


Your article, “Cooperation on the Left,” poses a vital problem 
that has long intrigued me. If self-interest is the dominant influence 
in human action, the Left, by all rules of logic, should attract the 
overwhelming majority of the people and the Right only the few at 
the top of the pyramid. Why then is the Left so feeble, so impotent 
against reaction’s divisive strategy? Truly, Hitler’s “divide and con- 
quer” trick is still working like a charm against the Left. Successful 
in its smear campaign against the Communists, the Right is now 
in the midst of an intensive drive to discredit socialism, “the other 
side of the Communist coin.” Socialists, including those who sought 
refuge among the red-baiters, are now condemned as a greater menace 
than even the Communists because they work like rats for a “creep- 
ing” socialism and pretend to believe in democracy while undermin- 
ing faith in “free enterprise.” When the socialists have been sufficient- 
ly smeared, liberals down to the mildest faction will become targets. 
What a lesson for the squabbling left-wing leadership! 

Yes, this is a time for the Left to take stock, looking towards 
unity and a new start. But not for such breezy aims as a “disciplined 
struggle for a better world” or to “conquer world capitalism.” Let’s 
shoot for more concrete objectives, attainable NOW; those that will 
enable us to cope with the dangers and problems of our time. Our 
long range as well as our immediate outlook will be brighter if we 
aim for unity around a clear cut program of social action which all 
or nearly all the factions on the Left will accept. Towards that end, 
I make the following suggestions. 

1. On red-baiting: since the evidence conflicts sharply and we 
leftists can’t agree on what is going on in Russia, let’s push that 
topic aside and concentrate on America. Time will unfold more 
evidence on Russia’s internal situation, whether it is a prison state 
getting steadily worse or moving towards true democracy. In the 
meanwhile, let’s take our disagreements in stride and get on with the 
business of building a more democratic USA. In this connection, 
I heartily endorse your “conditions of cooperation” for all those 
factions who share our aspirations. 


Irving H. Flamm, formerly president of the Chicago unit of the National 
Lawyers’ Guild, now lives in Beverly Hills, — He is the author of 
An Economic Program for a Living 
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2. It is easier to reach one’s destination if one knows exactly 
where one wants to go and maps out the journey in advance. We on 
the Left must do exactly that. If we formulate a specific and clearly 
understandable program, we are less likely to be diverted by irrele- 
vant issues and more likely to remain united for the task of promoting 
the program. If the program is specific, we won’t exhaust ourselves in 
quibbles about hazy abstract intellectual concepts. The people can’t 
vote for “freedom,” “democracy,” “social justice,” “full employ- 
ment,” or “abundance.” All factions, on the extreme Right as well 
as the Left, promise delivery of products bearing these labels. And 
that, precisely, is why the American people, politically immature, can 
be so easily deceived and confused. The rank and filer can understand 
political issues only when they are reduced to the kind of program 
that can be visualized in terms of action; one that reveals to him 
where we propose to go and how. There is much to be gained by 
a conference to discuss the kind of social structure needed for our 
time and the architectural plans and specifications required for its 
construction. Labels, high-sounding generalizations, abstract philo- 
sophical concepts—all these can be and have been appropriated by 
demagogues. Even the label “socialism” was annexed by Hitler and 
served him as a ladder to power. To do a better selling job to the 
citizenry, we on the Left will have to display our wares so that 
they will be clearly distinguishable from the shoddy goods of the 
Right. 

3. Our program must be in the nature of an overall reorganiza- 
tion plan. Here a crucial decision must be reached by the Left: 
whether to continue working for palliatives, more patchwork re- 
forms, or whether to strike out for basic reforms. Until now the ten- 
dency has been to agitate for more and more regimentary and re- 
distributive measures; for laws to control rents, rates, prices, profits; to 
control the excesses of trusts and monopolies; and to redistribute 
purchasing power and relieve distress through taxation. The resis- 
tance to and evasions of such regimentary laws make for social 
friction, economic waste, and distrust of government. In this age of 
mechanical power and mass production, governmental intervention in 
economic affairs is no longer avoidable. But what kind of interven- 
tion shall it be? There are two distinct types. One involves an ex- 
tension of public enterprise, the other an extension of public regula- 
tion or “regimentation,” if we use the obnoxious label. 

Actually, the two types of public action, social enterprise and 
social control or regulation, are as different as white and black. The 
one is a socialistic device, the other fascistic; the one calls for the 
work of managers, the other policemen, prosecutors, and jailers. The 
one involves a creative function: producing useful goods and serv- 
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ices; the other involves coercive functions. The one calls for the 
use of reason, the other invokes power and makes for pressure groups. 
The one requires public servants to serve all equally, the other 
requires them to take sides between classes. The one makes for part- 
nership, common interests, and unity, the other for conflicting in- 
terests and discord. The one makes for systematic planning, coordina- 
tion and efficiency, the other for intrigue, lawlessness, economic waste, 
and finally, more regimentation to check these evils. We are not 
regimented by our postal system, our TVAs, our public parks, schools, 
libraries, nor by the thousands of public transportation, water, and 
electric power systems. These are productive enterprises, a social 
convenience in direct contrast with our regimentary agencies. 


It should not be too difficult to convince the factions on the 
Left that an expansion of public enterprise in those areas where it can 
serve the people better—in monopolistic areas—is far better than 
more regimentary laws, more public employees in non-productive 
services living off the declining number of producers. We can unite 
around a semi-socialist program and we can sell it to the people. To 
counteract the “enemy state” propaganda, we must create an aware- 
ness of the contrasting effects as between public enterprise and public 
regimentation. Our overall reorganization program will, of course, 
stress the former, at least in those areas where it is essential in the 
public interest. This would put capitalistic interests on the spot, ex- 
posing their sly strategy of confusing social enterprise and social regi- 
mentation in order to give color to their claim that a socialist state 
is a slave state. It is up to us to turn this claim around to show that it 
is they, not the socialists, who must favor regimentation and public 
charity. It is they who must resort to the practice of redistributing 
some of the chips to keep their economic poker game from collapsing. 
They have no other way of creating the mass purchasing power re- 
quired to carry away the products of their machines. 


Can we agree on a program which emphasizes social enterprise 
rather than regimentation and redistribution? I think so. As a basis 
for discussion we might throw out the following items: (a) The na- 
tionalization of basic enterprises which are monopolistic in char- 
acter with fair compensation for owners. Yardstick enterprises in 
semi-monopolistic areas. (b) Federal banking and insurance systems. 
We can’t risk the expansion of private power over the peoples’ savings. 
(c) The socialization of land rents by a gradual shifting of real 
estate taxes from improvements to land only. The shift to land taxes 
could be made painless for all except parasitic land speculators. 
(d) The establishment of a potent national economic council to keep 
the nation informed on economic affairs; to ascertain the extent of 
our human and natural resources, our shortages and surpluses, and 
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to recommend to Congress from time to time appropriate action 
looking towards the efficient utilization of our resources. (ec) The 
encouragement of producers’ and consumers’ cooperatives by special 
corporation laws and low interest loans. (f) An expansion of our 
welfare program by an adequate public health service and free edu- 
cational service through the college level to all qualified persons. 

The above may not come up to the aspirations of doctrinaire so- 
cialists bent on complete socialization of all the means of production. 
But it will suffice for our generation. It will break up economic 
power at the top and remove the threat of fascism and war. Above all, 
it can lure away from the side of reaction the millions of small 
enterprisers and farm owners who now provide the political strength 
of the monopolists. It is the latter who threaten our security. They 
drain off excessive purchasing power to the detriment of consumers, 
farmers, and small business. Their power overshadows and even cor- 
rupts government, and their greed threatens to embroil us in a 
suicidal war. If we can socialize the monopolies now and put into 
effect the other reforms mentioned here, we can afford to wait for 
full socialization later. 


NEEDED: TO SPREAD THE IDEA OF SOCIALISM 


BY HARVEY O'CONNOR 


There isn’t too much left to cooperate with on the Left. The 
atomization of the opposition to monopoly has been a howling suc- 
cess. 

It is partly our own fault. We went whole hog for reform under 
the New Deal. We helped make America a better country. We helped 
unionize industry, and we helped the farmers. That is nothing to be 
ashamed of. 

When the New Deal was jerked away from under us, we found 
that we had cooperated ourselves right out of our central idea— 
assuming that we are talking about socialism. In fact it’s almost in- 


Harvey O’Connor is the author of a number of books on American capitalism, 
including Mellon’s Millions and The Guggenheims. 
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NEEDED: TO SPREAD THE IDEA OF SOCIALISM 


decent now to mention the word “socialism.” People are apt to regard 
you as a Rip Van Winkle asleep too long, or worse yet, something just 
out of a nuthouse. Socialism was OK in the 19th Century, but now? 
It’s a sign of a lack of sophistication, or maybe just that you never 
grew up. 

In a swing around the country last year, I visited scores of local 
unions affiliated with one of the Internationals, and talked with 
hundreds of local union leaders. I was appalled by the afterthought 
that the only union men who seemed to have a grasp of history and 
society were graybeards brought up in the old Socialist Party and the 
IWW. Among the younger men there was little sense of understand- 
ing goals beyond, say, 100 percent union organization, or even of 
feeling that any ultimate goal is needed. Which of course may merely 
be another way of saying that I too am an old graybeard, out of touch 
with the times. 

Right now the Left is hopelessly split. So are governments; here 
and in Britain they adopt liberal domestic programs and follow a 
reactionary foreign policy. Some of the Left follow the domestic half 
of the policy and accept the foreign half. The others are so bitter 
about the foreign half that they will have nothing to do with the 
domestic half. 

In this dilemma, would it be a loss if a few prophets withdrew 
from the mélée momentarily to think? They might conclude that it is 
permissible to mention the word “socialism.” They might even con- 
trive to explain that America is possible without Standard Oil and 
General Motors. They might illustrate the thesis that Marshall Plans 
and hydrogen bombs are a necessary part of capitalism’s exports. They 
might explain how it’s possible to have socialism and still stay out 
of jail. Or is it? 

All of this hardly bears directly on your question of coopera- 
tion on the Left. But, at the moment, is the cooperation of these frag- 
ments too essential, when they are not agreed on what to cooperate 
about? A period of drastic readjustment has arrived which requires 
hard thinking, and that is an unbearable prospect for most of us. 

If we can get the idea of socialism abroad in America, it might 
give hope to plenty of people not now considered to be a part of 
“the Left.” 

What is considered to be “the Left” barely corralled a million 
votes in 1948 for a motley hodge-podge led by America’s sole surviving 
progressive capitalist. 


Back in 1912 Gene Debs got nearly that many votes on a program 
labelled “Socialist.” 


NEEDED: DEFENSE OF CIVIL LIBERTIES FOR 
ALL, MORE REALISM ABOUT THE USSR 


BY CORLISS LAMONT 


In their recent article “Cooperation on the Left,” the editors of 
MR have, it seems to me, made a very sound and helpful analysis 
of the situation. I agree with their views all the way through. 


I would add the following point to the four main rules for 
fruitful cooperation suggested by the editors: cooperation on the Left 
requires, on behalf of the common cause, the control or submergence 
of personal idiosyncrasies such as insisting on the limelight for one- 
self, acting like a dictator, losing one’s temper, always arriving an 
hour and a half late at committee meetings, and telling newspaper 
reporters about matters discussed with others in confidence. 


Mutual trust is undermined when the details of supposedly con- 
fidential deliberation are published next day in the metropolitan 
press. 

Because of the well-known foibles of human nature, I suppose we 
should not be surprised when certain weaknesses of character appear 
among those noble spirits who are working for peace, progress, 
democracy, or socialism. Yet I must confess that I have been 
repeatedly astonished by the number of prancing prima donnas on 
the Left who seem to feel that all the compromising must be done 
by others or that progress can be made only by the unreserved ac- 
knowledgment of their brilliance and leadership. 

Regarding cooperation with Communists, that is, members of the 
Communist Party, I do not believe that they have violated the pro- 
cedures necessary for a functioning united front any more than the 
other groups involved. There are good Communists and bad Com- 
munists, honest Communists and dishonest Communists, scrupulous 
Communists and unscrupulous Communists, just as there are the same 
categories among Progressives, liberals, New Deal Democrats and in- 
dependent socialists. In almost twenty years of working in the 
radical movement I have found that Communists live up to their 
agreements just as much as non-Communists. 

On the other hand, the characteristic policies pursued by the 
Communists raise special problems in respect to cooperation with 
them. For one thing, they tend to be extremely dogmatic and to 
assume an annoying air of superiority in discussions which question 


Corliss Lamont teaches philosophy at Columbia University. His latest book is 
Humanism as a Philosophy. 
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NEEDED: DEFENSE OF CIVIL LIBERTIES FOR ALL 


their intellectual infallibility. Yet the heart of that modern scientific 
method which the Communists claim to follow is a continual ques- 
tioning of current assumptions and a willingness to alter present 
conclusions in the light of fresh evidence. 


As regards current political issues, I have long been critical of 
the Communist position on civil liberties in the United States. For 
apparently the Communists favor the denial of free speech now 
not only to the Trotskyites, but to many other groups, including the 
Socialist Party and all whom they regard as “enemies of the working 
class.” This is an impossible position in America and compromises the 
civil liberties of the Communists themselves. I feel so strongly on this 
matter that I will no longer work with any organization taking a 
stand on civil liberties unless it supports the basic principle of the 
Bill of Rights, which is civil liberties for all individuals and groups 
in this country. Happily the Progressive Party has made itself per- 
fectly clear on this issue: and it is to the credit of the Communists 
in the Party that at the recent convention at Chicago they accepted a 
full Bill of Rights program. 


In foreign affairs, the Communists have taken the ridiculous 
position that the Soviet Union has already become a utopia ad- 
ministered by supermen who make no mistakes. The idea that Soviet 
Russia is above all error is not only patently untrue, but plays into 
the hands of the reactionaries who are ever trying to show that all 
Communists are Soviet agents. In refusing to acknowledge Soviet 
shortcomings, the American Communists are more Russian than the 
Russians, who have intelligently made self-criticism one of the great 
principles of their new socialist society. Pick up any Soviet newspaper 
and you will find in one day’s issue more trenchant criticisms of 
Soviet life than in twenty years’ issues of The Daily Worker. 

I believe that the Soviet people and their leaders have magnifi- 
cent achievements to their credit and that the good vastly outweighs 
the bad in the USSR. Yet the Soviet system still has many defects. 
In two decades of lecturing on Soviet Russia, I have found that the 
American people will consider you a mere apologist for the Rus- 
sians unless you make a frank acknowledgment of their faults. It 
was a great advance for the Progressive Party that both Communists 
and non-Communists agreed that its new statement of principles 
should assert: “While the United States and the Soviet Union have 
both made mistakes in foreign policy, these two great countries can 
rise above their respective shortcomings to work together fruitfully 
for international peace and cooperation.” 


The next few years in America are going to be critical ones 
for the Left. I believe that the platform suggested by the editors of 
MR offers an excellent starting point for the cooperation we so need. 
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NEEDED: GREATER MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING 


BY CEDRIC BELFRAGE 


The American Left has begun to show its readiness, in principle, 
for the greater flexibility based on broader toleration and more all- 
around humility for which MR pleads in opening this discussion. 
Between readiness to take this step and the actual taking of it, a 
formidable gap remains. 

To make fruitful a discussion which I for one welcome on this 
ground, those who enter it must put aside the fears of being mis- 
understood which have kept many good, prudent persons from speak- 
ing their minds in the past. A widespread reaction to the penetration 
of the Left by all sorts of agents and stooges of the enemy has been 
to close ranks more than ever: to hang “correct” slogans about our 
necks like amulets against defilement of the soul, and look with 
suspicion on all who raise questions. It has become increasingly clear 
that this was playing into the enemy’s hands. For on the one hand it 
made the Left appear more rigid and inflexible, and hence less at- 
tractive, to the millions it needs to win; and on the other, both 
common sense and the record show that an unquestioning, religious 
type of leftist zeal is not only not a valid test of loyalty but is exactly 
the behavior to be expected of a professional disrupter. 

At the same time, the closing of the gap cannot be achieved 
by throwing a discussion wide open to everyone who calls himself 
a “liberal.” The boundaries the Left has placed about itself must 
be widened but not removed. 

MR has properly opened up the basic problem of red-baiting. 
This must remain now and forever the unforgivable sin, since it 
is axiomatic that we seek a coalition including Communists: any 
other would be impotent and self-destructive. But it is just in our 
definition of red-baiting that a key to broadening the coalition may 
be found. Above all, in defining it we must rid ourselves of the 
sort of paranoiac hysteria that is characteristic of red-baiters. 


A red-baiter is one who regards a Communist, or anyone who 
will associate with Communists on any issue, as ipso facto wrong, 


_ to be fought and “exposed.” All who enter the desired coalition 


must understand they will be red-baited, and why they will be red- 
baited. They must understand that being red-baited is the mark of a 
decent citizen in our day. 


But those of us who are already committed to the Left must get 


Cedric Belfrage is the Editor of The National Guardian. 
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NEEDED: GREATER MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING 
it into our heads that everyone who unjustly criticizes “Communists” 
or the Soviet Union is not a red-baiter. He is one only when he knows 
better or has a genuine opportunity to know better; and most Amer- 
icans today denounce “Communists” without even knowing what they 
are. 

Mr. X, the average potentially progressive person in America 
(as defined by MR) who could be brought into our coalition, is 
politically immature. He does not understand the forces at war in the 
world and why people who are politically more mature find it 
desirable to submit themselves to forms of working discipline. He 
has a personal standard, which he believes sound, by which he forms 
judgments. He is what the Left calls highly subjective. He does 
not believe there is such a thing as a science of the development of 
human society. He sees all human beings, groups, and governments as 
capable of being right sometimes and wrong sometimes. The most he 
expects of anyone is to be right more often than wrong, and he will 
form attachments that are not only not weakened, but may be 
strengthened, by the occasional wrongness of the object of them. 
“To err,” he will say, “is human”; there is something inhuman about 
paragons of virtue. Those who even imply themselves to be such para- 
gons—people who “have all the answers”—are suspect of hypocrisy. 


The approach to Mr. X therefore calls for a willingness to re- 
frain from arrogant-seeming argument on the level of ideology, and 
a real attempt to understand what is wholesome and potentially con- 
structive about his standards of judgment even though we may not 
share them. If, for example, he believes in feeding the hungry be- 
cause the Bible recommends it, we should not proceed to demolish 
the authority of the Bible but to demonstrate to him that feeding 
the hungry is our aim too. 

Arrogance is condemned by good Marxists from Marx, Engels, 
and Lenin on down. Condemning it in general terms has not, how- 
ever, been enough to eradicate it. It is time to realize that a 
“scientific” approach to Mr. X is likely to seem arrogant even 
when the Marxist thinks he is being most careful to avoid arrogance. 
This dilemma springs from the fact that the Marxist sees his posi- 
tion as so overwhelmingly documented in any one day’s newspaper 
that everyone should be able to see what he sees. 

But being scientifically right is not enough unless it is translated 
into Mr. X’s terms; indeed, Mr. X will reject such an interpretation 
as “pseudo-scientific,” although—if the translation had been made— 
he could quite reasonably be expected to perceive later on that there 
are scientific laws of the development of society. 


The greatest strength of an American Left coalition should be 
that all the power of moral rightness is on our side. We can show 
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by irrefutable facts—for example, the facts set out by MR in its 
March “Review of the Month”—that from a purely moral viewpoint 
the only place to stand today is with the Left forces of the world. 
The results of American right-wing policies in Korea, in Iran, in 
Viet Nam, in Germany and Japan, and increasingly in the US 
itself, are a uniform bolstering of what is most corrupt, and a 
cruel oppression of the people whose interests we claim to further. 
These things are all reported separately in our commercial press, 
as if they were isolated phenomena—cases where for “local” reasons 
(amounting always, in fact, to the people’s simple refusal to lie down 
and be pulverized) things are not going quite as we had hoped. 
For a Marxist, they add up to a plain, scientifically demonstrable 
pattern. But they also add up to a moral pattern: a pattern of un- 
questionable immorality by the standards Mr. X already accepts. 


If Mr. X knew the reasons why some loyal Americans believe 
they should defend the Soviet Union in all of its actions, he might 
be less suspicious of the Left. But it is a long and arduous business to 
make the reasons known to him, and it is not even necessary. For 
meanwhile, as long as the only Left people Mr. X meets seem to 
make defense of the USSR their main preoccupation, he is lost to 
the Left in its struggles for things Mr. X is personally and immediately 
concerned about. 


The “declaration of independence” from the USSR and the 
Communist Party, on which Henry Wallace and the Progressives of 
his sector insisted at Chicago, might have been better formulated. 
But the insistence on making such a declaration was politically right, 
even though the Wallace group’s judgment of some Soviet and CP 
actions may be wrong. 

The “declaration of independence” is right in the whole context 
of the Progressive Party’s policy statement, which later on specifically 
upholds the right of the Communist Party to exist and function in 
America. Its acceptance by the Communists at the convention, with 
the reservations they properly made before accepting, lays the founda- 
tion for a new, healthier, more hopeful American Left in which both 
Communists and non-Communists can be more effective. But it is only 
a foundation, and no new structure can be built unless its full implica- 
tions are understood by all members of the coalition. 

The declaration does not place Communists in an equivocal posi- 
tion with regard to their confidence in socialism and the Soviet Union. 
On the contrary, if they more than ever emphasize these things 
as Communists—members of a party whose function is, as it is not 
the Progressive Party’s function, to work for socialism and defend 
Soviet policies—they will act in the spirit of the Progressive resolu- 
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tion. At the same time, as members of the left-wing coalition, they 
will concentrate on the immediate and concrete issues which fall in 
the area of common agreement with non-Communists. 

Second, all Marxists whether Communists or not should strive 
for better understanding of non-Marxists in the coalition, realizing 
that there are many psychological reasons other than stupidity which 
keep good progressives from accepting Marxism; that whatever sincere 
motives bring people into such a working coalition are worthy of 
respect; that the coalition is equally needed by both Marxists and 
non-Marxists, and if all in it were Marxists there would be no need 
of a coalition. Learning to appeal to non-Marxists on the moral 
ground these know and accept, Marxists must do so with morality 
and cease to scorn or ridicule all standards except the defense of 
organized Communism as “bourgeois” and therefore impossible. 

Third, and equally important, non-Communists, while retaining 
their right to difier on ideology, should give deep and continual 
thought to what defense of the rights of the Communist Party 
means. They must never forget the historically proven lesson that 
defending the Communist Party’s rights is defending their own 
rights. If non-Communists want to criticize Communist “sectarian- 
ism” in progressive circles, they, too, must learn greater humility. And 
they must rid themselves of all thought that it will do them any good 
when the chips are down—not to mention the harm it will do the 
coalition—to use their non-Communism as a “skirt-clearing” device. 

The editors of MR are right when they say “the American Left 
is in a bad way.” But the worst will be over if the decent attitude 
of compromise in areas of disagreement that was expressed at the 
Progressive convention—a compromise in no way watering down 
the coalition’s militancy on issues—is carried into action. 


NEEDED: FAITH IN VICTORY 


BY A UNIVERSITY TEACHER OF SOCIAL SCIENCE 


I have read “Cooperation on the Left” with considerable interest. 
It tempted me to essay a brief reaction. 

Cooperation, to be sure, is always a desideratum in any social 
movement, but it may be doubted whether cooperation is ordinarily 
achieved by seeking it directly for its own sake. The various sectors 
of the Left must have something rather specific to cooperate with 
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and for. During the period centering about 1940, there was con- 
siderable cooperation among progressives in the United States prin- 
cipally because there was a great leader of our nation on the Left. 
He has been followed by a relatively weak and inconsistent leader, 
consequently the Left has virtually lost its common focus of alle- 
giance. 


The Left has not only lost its effective leadership, but it is also 
being subjected to the fiercest kind of aggression from the ruling 
class. Its present lot of unbridled persecution has naturally resulted 
in some considerable disintegration. It seems, then, that in times 
like these, “times that try men’s souls,” what is needed is not 
so much an advocacy of cooperation as the development of means 
whereby the faith of the Left may be maintained. It should be re- 
membered in this connection that the most effective Left party thus 
far developed, the Bolsheviks, frequently sacrificed cooperation on 
the Left for faith in a principle of social change. 


The normal counteraction to persecution is faith: conviction 
in the rightness of one’s cause. And faith is anchored in understand- 
ing. Under present conditions, this understanding can come only 
by way of the arduous task of explaining to the articulate Left, and 
thus to the people, the nature of capitalist transformation. 


We may list in illustration some of the social facts which can 
give to those who are presently persecuted and separated the basis 
for some degree of confidence: 


(a) Capitalism has now reached its stage of desperation, and 
the business of achieving its final transformation devolves imme- 
diately and unavoidably upon the American Left. 


(b) The collapse of capitalism depends not so much upon the 
advocacy of the Left as upon the inherent economic weaknesses of 
the system itself. 

(c) The system now exists by means of a social phenomenon 
which may be properly described as war capitalism, a situation so 
highly exhausting to human and natural resources that it must nec- 
essarily be temporary. And yet, to end war capitalism would be to 
unloose the processes of revolutionary social transformation. In this 


dilemma the ruling class tends to look upon international peace 
itself as disaster. 


(d) The repressive intolerance of the ideas and advocacy of 
the Left is but an indication of the heightened potentialities of these 
ideas, that is to say, the increasing suggestibility of the masses to 
them. 

I believe that faith on the Left cannot be lukewarm and still 
expect to be effective; for the antagonists on the Right are de- 
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NEEDED: FAITH IN VICTORY 
termined. Conviction on the Left must be so strong that even with 
our present limited opportunity for social action—even if some of 
us are driven to the catacombs—it may preserve itself with increasing 
determination until the inevitable mass ferment is ready for decisive 
leadership. 


Factionalism and recrimination on the Left seem to be largely 
a symptom of inadequate analysis of the social situation. There are 
two major groups on the Left: the reformers and the radicals. 
Characteristically, the reformers are about as terrified by the idea 
of the immediate abolition of capitalism as are many groups on the 
Right. The radicals, of course, are committed to the proposition 
that the social system of private enterprise has just about run its 
course. Thus, there is no continuous ground upon which reformers 
and radicals can cooperate. Radicals cannot yield significantly to 
the reformers, the “social democrats.” 


But there is also disorientation among the radicais themselves. 
We shall not attempt here to list the various groups of radicals in 
the United States. It must be obvious, however, that of these the 
Communist Party is the most important. There is reason for this: 
it is most closely allied, at least in spirit, to the powerful Communist 
movement which exists in practically every country of the modern 
world. It is singled out by the ruling class as the focus of attack 
against the Left; and it is most likely to be the nucleus about which 
the forces for basic transformations of the system will gather. 


It appears, therefore, that so long as Communism and the Com- 
munist Party can be made to appear as a disgraceful or criminal 
movement, so long also the larger Left will remain disoriented. The 
Left cannot afford to admit the ruling-class definition of Commu- 
nism; it should feel elated over the magnificent exploits of Commu- 
nism all over the world. 


What I have been trying to say is that cooperation on the Left 
is a value of great moment, but that it is a function of quite definite 
social processes. By one way or another, the conscientious Left must 
come to the realization that its battle has to be fought under the 
banner of Communism. The ruling class is determined to force any 
socialist thought or action into this unequivocal position, and to 
avoid it is to remain irresolute and to risk strategic defeat. Witness 
the situation of the leadership of the British Labor Party! The 
greater the intensity of the development of the class struggle in the 
United States, the greater will be the tendency of the Left to bcome 
identified with Communism as a world movement. Perhaps it is some 
such understanding that will bring about meaningful cooperation 
on the Left. 


NEEDED: MORE TEACHING OF SOCIALISM 


BY SHAEMAS O'SHEEL 


Surely it is inexact to put the Communist Party “on a par with 
all other sections of the American Left.” Even under your definition 
of the American Left, socialist groups must be conceded a special 
place, and a special responsibility. Scandalously small as it is, the 
CPUSA alone among such groups has any claim to numbers, to 
influence, or to authority in the field of Marxism-Leninism—and I 
hope you are not going to exclude Marxism-Leninism from your 
American Left. This CPUSA has won, and lost, some great battles, 
and is the only group which hitherto has shown any capacity to 
organize struggles for civil liberties, for the rights of minorities, for 
the rescue of destined victims of Jim Crow. The CPUSA does not 
bestride the leftist world like a Colossus, but it does sprawl all over it 
—sometimes affording intelligent and valiant leadership, sometimes 
attempting dictatorship, or exhibiting pusillanimity, or hatching 
sophomoric follies, or sowing sectarianism. I am no admirer of that 
party’s recent policies or present leadership, but certainly it has a 
status considerably removed from mere parity with “all other sections 
of the American Left.” 

This brings me to your new definition of the American Left—a 
definition which, when ruminated, I might be able to swallow, but I 
doubt it. You ask us to “think of the Left . . . as including all classes 
and strata of the population which are, either actually or potentially, 
hostile to monopoly capitalism—workers, small farmers, lower middle 
classes, Negroes, nationality groups, a large proportion of professionals 
and students . . . all political organizations and tendencies which have 
their roots in, and receive support from, these sections of the popula- 
tion. . _ New Deal Democrats, Progressives, Communists, independ- 
ent liberals, and non-party socialists . . trade unions, the Farmers’ 
Union, and the NAACP.” As a simple-minded man, not given to 
theorizing, able to think only in political terms, I would say bluntly 
that these are the classes, groups, strata, organizations, which are the 
makings of the Left. But historically, you must concede, there is 
no warrant at all for saying these are the Left. 


Historically, the Left consists of those members of such classes, 
groups, strata, and organizations as you have named, and others, who 
consciously and by purpose wish for, aim at, and work toward radical 


Shaemas O’Sheel, has been active in politics for 40 years, both as a candidate 
and as a writer. 


26 


| : 
‘ 
— 
| 
4 
me 


NEEDED: MORE TEACHING IN SOCIALISM 
and extensive political and social—and therefore necessarily, eco- 
nomic—changes, and for the acceleration of progress in such changes. 
There are two workers at the same bench, equally overworked and 
underpaid; there are two farmers ploughing adjoining fields, equally 
mortgage-ridden and worried; two professors in the same college, on 
equally penurious salaries and insecure tenure. One of each of these 
pairs has the intelligence, and has taken the trouble, to understand 
the social causes of his difficulties; has perceived that the remedy 
requires radical changes; wishes for such changes; and if his 
courage and his circumstances permit, does something toward bringing 
them about. The other of each of these pairs hasn’t the intelligence to 
understand the causes of his situation, nor the capacity to think in 
social terms; or, if he has, lacks the courage to do anything about 
it, or is so enmeshed in preconceptions and prejudices and illusions 
that he would rather hate socialism, and hound Communists, and 
blame Jews, than struggle for amelioration at the price of opening 
his mind to the generous concept of brotherhood. 


By your definition, all of these are constituents of the Left; by 
mine, only those who understand the social roots of their situation, 
and are doing something, or long to do something, to bring about 
radical change. The others are the heathen who are to be won over, 
by positive propaganda and strenuous evangelism. And it is prudent 
to remember that Marx and Engels recognized the fact of the lum- 
penproletariat—who, in today’s American terms, will to the end 
rather follow Hearst, the American Legion, et al., et al., in crying 
for Communist blood, than join with Communists, and Jews, and 
Negroes to win the good life. 


With your remarks concerning the nature of and differences be- 
tween cooperation and unity, and the “Conditions of Cooperation,” I 
am so much in agreement that I hope your every reader will read 
them twice and thrice. Unity is possible only between persons and 
groups who are in fact united in orientation and purpose. Cooperation 
has of late been much gummed up by two mad passions of the 
CPUSA: one, to be the boss, and swagger at it; second, to play the 
role of Peter denying his Master, to merge its identity—but not to ab- 
dicate its position as boss—in a united front. 


Here let me risk stoning and crucifixion by remarking that the 
history of the united front idea is not exactly one of brilliant suc- 
cess. The October Revolution was not the achievement of a united 
front as we now use the term; neither was the latest triumph of the 
people, in China. In the People’s Democracies established since the 
end of World War II, the united front was an expedient so precarious 
that it had to be superseded by the dictatorship of the proletariat 
as speedily as possible; only in Yugoslavia, it seems, was it rather trans- 
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formed than superseded. In Spain, in those bitter years, it culminated 
in betrayal. The classic achievement of the united front was the 
installation of Blum as Premier in France. So what? Blum led to 
“non-intervention” in Spain, and to Daladier; Daladier led to de- 
nunciation of the Franco-Soviet pact, and to Munich. Hardly a 
record to be proud of! 

Any resemblance of these remarks to a rejection of the united- 
front idea for progressive forces in the USA, 1950, is purely ac- 
cidental. Henry Wallace recently identified the Progressive Party as 
one dedicated to making capitalism work for the benefit of all the 
people. Hurrah! Now if the CPUSA tries to merge itself in unity 
with the Progressive Party, we can see that there is something rotten 
closer than Denmark. But the way is wide open for cooperation— 
provided that there is an organization, be it the CPUSA or another, 
as frankly devoted to the eventual supersession of capitalism as 
Wallace is committed to its perpetuation. It can be a long honey- 
moon, and fruitful one. I would not be candid, however, if I did 
not confess how I anticipate the final event. 

Of course if the Hell-bombs are dropped, all bets are off. I in- 
cline to believe they never will be. In that case, capitalism will 
eventually exhaust its expedients for keeping its half of the world 
solvent. The distress will flow back from Europe, Asia, and Africa 
even. at last to God’s Country. Remember how swiftly, in the early 
1930’s, a people dedicated to rugged individualism and free enter- 
prise developed a revolutionary mood?—the hungry marching on 
Wall Street, the Bonus Expeditionary Force marching on Washing- 
ton, farmers with guns driving off sheriffs bent on foreclosures? 
Let distress come double the extent and intensity of the 30’s, and 
we'll have a right smart revolution here. Of course such an evolu- 
tion of events holds the possibility of fascism intervening; and that 
is why the most urgent task today is to teach and preach, expound 
and explain socialism! As Mick Collins said during the Irish re- 
bellion 30 years ago when certain approaches to the British were 
rebuffed, “Get on with the work!” 


Posterity has picked practically all its heroes from the agitators. 
They are the saints and holy men of our religions. 
—Heywood Broun 
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NEEDED: GREATER THEORETICAL CLARITY 


BY A UNIVERSITY TEACHER OF SOCIAL SCIENCE 


The editors of MR are to be congratulated for inviting a broad 
discussion of the problems of the American Left. At the same time, 
they have made a worthwhile initial contribution to that discussion. 
The following comments are from the point of view of an American 
socialist. 

The editors begin by saying, quite rightly, that the long-term task 
of the American Left is to establish socialism in America. True, 
also, is the statement that the outlook is bright for the eventual 
achievement of this task. But when they come to the present, they 
mention and elaborate on the theme that “the immediate outlook is 
a good deal less cheerful,” without mentioning immediate tasks. This 
is hardly satisfactory. A discussion of the problems of the Left must 
be based on a statement of immediate tasks in relation to ultimate 
tasks. 

The American situation must be viewed in the context of the 
world struggle for socialism. That struggle has reached the_ point 
where it is perfectly clear that socialism is going to be the dominant 
form of society in the world in the very near future. A world-wide 
victory for socialism can be prevented only by some overwhelming 
disaster, such as a protracted and devastating world war which would 
set civilization back to an earlier level. This, however, seems most un- 
likely. The popular forces (including the American Left and its al- 
lies) are strong enough to prevent such a war if they mobilize their 
full potential. Moreover, if they fail and war breaks out, it would 
lead to collapse of the few remaining capitalist states. Of course the 
world forces of monopoly capitalism, centered in the United States, 
can and are doing much to slow down the development of socialism; 
and they may, if not prevented, try some military adventure which 
could do a great deal of damage. But it is already too late to stop the 
world march to socialism, and the scare stories of atomic annihilation 
are more indicative of the hysteria of the capitalist mentality than of 
objective possibilities. 

At the same time the American people are subject to the un- 
certainties of a capitalism made more vicious by its unstable world 
position. From the socialist point of view, the immediate tasks of the 
Left are to put a brake on American imperialism both at home and 
abroad. In so doing the Left can lessen the harmful effects of 
American interference, in some cases at critical times and places. 
Also it can build its strength for the eventual reversal of America’s 
role. The immediate tasks of the Left are, then, to resist militarism, 
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interventionism, suppression of civil liberties, and the accompanying 
hysteria, while taking the offensive for social security, wage increases, 
Negro rights, and other demands which are both the most urgent 
needs of the American majority and the weakest points of American 
monopoly capital. 

If we look at these tasks, we see that the outlook is not gloomy. 
trae The American Left can and actually is putting a brake on American 
imperialism. The violent campaign against the Left, and especially 
against the Communists, is the best proof of this. Viewed in this 
perspective, the skirmishes in the United States are playing a part 
in the world-wide advance of socialism. As Americans, we may feel 
somewhat ashamed that our country is not leading the way to 
socialism, but for the present our task is more modest—to prevent 
our own imperialists from carrying out their worst intentions. If 
this task is accomplished for only a few years, the world balance of 
forces will have shifted still further in favor of socialism, and the 
popular forces in America will be prepared for a general offensive. 
Such a prospect is as cheerful as anyone can ask, unless he expects 
socialism to be handed to him on a platter. 


That is the perspective of the American socialist, but not of the 
great majority of the American people, or even of the American 
Left. The possibility of broad cooperation with non-socialists depends, 
of course, upon the fact that their immediate interests coincide with 
‘' the immediate tasks of the socialists, and that in fighting for these 

- needs they can be won over eventually to theoretical agreement as 
well as practical cooperation. This is true in spite of the fact that 
many leaders of trade unions and other mass organizations have 
deserted their constituents and are supporting monopoly policies. These 
leaders, together with the press, may and do confuse large numbers 
of people by presenting the policy of imperialism as though it were 
in the interests of the entire country; but daily experience and com- 
mon sense are not on their side, and the Left can counter this mis- 
leadership, at least enough to avoid war and fascism in the United 
States. 

e In this context, it is hard to understand the editors’ seeming 
si implication that those “who support the world policy of monopoly 
7 capitalism” should not be excluded from the American Left. If such 
people are to be included, then the Left will include everybody! But 
perhaps what the editors really mean is that if a person is confused 
on the issue of foreign policy, he should not necessarily be treated as 
an enemy. Of course not. The majority of Americans are confused on 
this issue, and the Left must try to win them over. But until a person 
is won over on this issue, he cannot be considered a part of the Left. 
This issue is fundamental, and anyone who is on the wrong side of 
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it cannot be treated as though he has been won over. If he is a 
conscious propagandist for imperialism, an agent of American mono- 
poly (whether pretending to be a liberal or not), then he is an enemy. 
In some circumstances one should cooperate with such people on 
specific issues, but one must recognize it as cooperation outside the 
Left and with a person on the other side of the main issue. For the 
most part, of course, people who support American foreign policy 
are confused and misinformed. Such people are to be treated as 
potential friends with whom one cooperates while trying to win them 
over. If the word “Left” means anything, it means an area of 
agreement—and today this area must include opposition to American 
expansionism and interventionism, as well as support of progressive 
domestic policies. Otherwise basic principle will be sacrificed for 
breadth of cooperation. 

One of the most commendable parts of the editorial is the in- 
sistence that cooperation on the Left must include Communists. It 
must be faced that the Communist Party is the only organized, dis- 
ciplined force in the socialist Left. In spite of its at times inept and 
even turn-coat leadership, the Communist Party does a magni- 
ficent day-by-day job on every one of the immediate tasks of the 
Left. Unfortunately, many liberals and socialists consider the Com- 
munists to be their enemies. The FBI and Big Business know better! 
To them a Communist is just a more effective liberal, and—following 
the theory of Clausewitz—they attack the Left at its point of greatest 
strength. For this reason it is imperative to defend the rights of the 
Communists, even while disagreeing with them on many matters. 


The editors close with a plea for discussion of the reasons for the 
weakness of the American Left. They are right to ask for a considera- 
tion of basic problems, rather than current tactics. It has always been 
the weakness of the American Left to concentrate on tactics and 
organization and to neglect theoretical and strategic problems. This 
tendency toward “narrow practicality” has been accentuated by the 
relatively unimportant role played in world affairs by the American 
Left. It has appeared that theoretical and strategic issues have been 
decided for us by world events and that we in America need only do 
well what obviously has to be done. 

It is high time that this attitude should be corrected. Even for 
the purposes of immediate defense of our lives and living standards, 
and certainly if we wish to contribute our rightful share to the 
leadership of a socialist world, we must develop our own American 
theoretical leadership and widespread understanding of basic issues. 
We have plenty of good tactical leaders developed in the unions, the 
Communist Party, and in other organizations, but America is woefully 
lacking in highly-trained theorists and strategic leaders who are 
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absolutely essential to complete the “staff” required for carrying out 
both immediate and ultimate tasks. And American leftists in general 
are contemptuous of theory. They see it as opposed to the practical 
instead of essential to effective practice. Their practicality is often 
most impractical without the guide of sound theory. Objective con- 
ditions may be “favorable” or “unfavorable,” but leadership and 
theoretical clarity decide what we do with those conditions. 

Thus an important factor in the weakness of the American Left 
is its theoretical backwardness. And this is closely connected with our 
lack of strategic and ideological leadership. In order to correct this 
weakness, we must hammer out basic issues here in America by 
widespread and general discussion, even though these issues may have 
been already “settled” elsewhere in theory and practice. We cannot 
skip this process, which took several decades in Russia. It is es- 
sential to the development of leadership, just as essential as intensive 
practical experience. It is also essential to creating a fairly widespread 
understanding of basic issues, which is the indestructible strength 
of a socialist movement. 

The American Left needs an organization primarily concerned 
with facilitating this educational process. It would devote itself 
to all sorts of activities which would help Leftists to learn from and 
to teach each other. It could make use of conferences, schools, 
research activities, and its own and others’ publications. It could 
carry out its tasks most effectively by remaining “non-partisan” in the 
sense that it would be independent of any party. Such a status 
would assure confidence that full discussion was being achieved and 
would make it easier to function in times of hysteria. Since MR is 
functioning along the lines suggested, it might well be that such an 
organization could be founded on its initiative. Of course, this 
proposal is not suggested as a cure-all, but it might play an important 
long-run role in the development of those forces which will eventually 
build a socialist America. 


War is not made merely by the machinations of evil men who, 
had they so willed, might have chosen peace. War is the expression 
of an unequal society which is seeking, at all costs, to defend its 
privileges from invasion. We can transcend it only as we make a 
world in which the chief function of government is no longer the 
protection of that class structure which capitalism demands. 


—Harold J. Laski 
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so—as soon as its expires and by getting ovt and lining up new subscribers. 
Keep watching the number under your name on the envelope in which MR 
reaches you. Subscriptions numbered II—1 expire this month, II—2 next 
month, and so on. 


The reprint of Dr. Einstein’s article from Vol. I, No. 1 is now com- 
pletely out of stock. Please do not order any more. 


You may recall our warning in last month’s Notes from the Editors 
that we were running low on copies of The Theory of Capitalist Develop- 
ment, by Paul M. Sweezy. We wrote: “We will fill orders on a first-come-first- 
serve basis. If orders for this book arrive after the stock is exhausted, Leo 
Huberman’s new book The Truth about Socialism will be substituted.” 
Please note that we are now out of The Theory of Capitalist Development. 
The combination subscription-book offers that remain in force are listed 
below. 


But we have to issue another warning. We are beginning to run out of 
Leo Huberman’s We, the People. If you don’t have it, now is the time to 
renew and get it. When the stock is gone, the subscription rate will remain 
at $3 with no free book. 


Readers who want to buy English books are again reminded that they 
can do so cheaply and conveniently through International Mail Order 
Service, North American Department, 52 Charing Cross Road, London, W.C. 
2, England. You can pay with a dollar check, too. But please send your orders 
direct to the above address, not to us. We think this service will be valuable to 
our readers, but beyond that we have nothing to do with it. 


The summer season with its change of addresses is a headache to any 
magazine office—and a particularly big one for us with our almost non- 
existent staff. May we, therefore, ask a favor from you? If it is at all pos- 
sible, will you, instead of sending us a change of address for a couple of 
months, make arrangements to have the magazine forwarded to you from 
your permanent address while you are on vacation? 


We have already sent out more than 200 copies of Leo Huberman’s 
new book The Truth about Socialism, and the orders are still coming in. If 
you want extra copies, you can order them from us at the publisher’s price 
of $3. We will pay the postage. Money must accompany the order. 


SUBSCRIPTION BOOK OFFERS FOR RENEWALS OR 
NEW SUBSCRIPTIONS 

$3 for one l-year sub and We, the People 

for one 1-year sub and The Truth about Socialism 

$5 for one 1-year sub and Both Books 

Send your order to: 

MontTuiy Review — 66 Batrow Strect — New York 14, N. Y. 
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